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PROLOGUE
The Externship Placement
The Experimental Education Unit
The Child Development and Mental Retardation Center (CDMRC) Is 
comprised of four units: (1) the Medical Research Unit, (2) the
Behavioral Research Unit, (3) the C lin ica l Training Unit, and (4) the 
Experimental Education Unit (EEU). The CDMRC has a threefold mission: 
service to handicapped children and th e ir  fam ilies , in te rd isc ip lin ary  
tra in in g , and research. The EEU functions as a resource school fo r  
handicapped children in the Seattle public school area, integrating  
in te rd isc ip lin ary  teaming with research concepts. Professionals from a 
varie ty  of d isciplines and students from the College of Education, 
Department o f Speech and Hearing Sciences, and other departments on the 
University o f Washington campus work together to serve the enrolled  
children. The EEU has an in fant program, a toddler program, and twelve 
classes of preschool and school-aged children.
The EEU Philosophy
The EEU philosophy of serving children with communication needs 
is based on a nationally  validated Communication Model Approach which 
incorporates jo in t  s ta ff in g  fo r individual child  goals and objectives  
and specific  opportunities fo r  classroom practice (see Appendix, p. 24, 
The Basic Elements of the Communication Model). The EEU also functions
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
within an in te rd is c ip lin a ry  model in which professionals from physical 
therapy (PT)/occupational therapy (OT), social work, nursing, communica­
tion disorders, and education problem solve on a regular basis regarding 
specific  child needs. The Communication Disorder Specia lis t (CDS) s ta f f ,  
working within classrooms as support personnel, often develops programs 
fo r classroom s ta f f  to implement and provides individual or group 
therapy fo r the children. A large amount of time is spent discussing 
suggestions to be used by the classroom s ta f f  and collecting classroom 
data fo r  each c h i ld ’ s program. As a school, the unit adheres to fed­
eral and state P.L. 94-142 guidelines to establish individual educa­
tional program (lEP) goals and objectives, to hold parent conferences, 
and to complete program pretesting and posttesting fo r child progress.
What Did I Want and What Did I Learn?
As I traversed the mountain passes, I faced an unknown—the EEU 
was but a name to me. Yet, an unknown often leads to challenge. My 
major want was to be challenged to apply six academic years of acquired 
knowledge, s k i l l ,  and experience to a job se tting . Some basic challenge 
areas arose and some learned solutions evolved.
1. Could my strategies and methods fo r therapeutic change 
weather a new and d if fe re n t  situation? For the most part,  I found that  
I challenged the new setting with a problem solving strategy that allowed 
fo r  u t i l iz a t io n  of methods/techniques I had already acquired. My in d i­
vidual therapy programming and delivery strategies were well developed.
I could diagnose fo r programming and develop e ffe c tiv e  means fo r  
f a c i l i t a t in g  change in a target ch ild . The same kinds of s k i l ls
Vi
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
permeated techniques used fo r classroom group strategies. I functioned 
as a model and f a c i l i t a t o r  fo r  the children as well as fo r the class­
room s ta f f  in i l lu s t ra t io n  of the programs I was suggesting. My obser­
vation s k i l ls ,  f a c i l i t a t in g  s ty les , and techniques fo r  d irec tive  prac­
t ic e  were also used as I assumed the role o f consultant fo r ind iv idual­
ized classroom programs. Teachers were able to e ffe c t iv e ly  apply my 
suggestions fo r target children as I obtained classroom data to chart 
progress. Classroom consultation roles challenged my a b i l i t y  to devise 
and provide meaningful programs. This role also challenged my a b i l i t y  
to use an existing classroom style to obtain change.
In facing th is challenge, I was able to learn some variations  
and a lte rnatives . Since other professionals were involved in the pro­
cess, I was responsible fo r i l lu s t ra t in g  my points and child  progress. 
Simple and e f f ic ie n t  data keeping systems were necessary to provide 
feedback to other s ta f f  members and parents. I also recognized that  
group management fo r classroom organization and opportunities fo r ch ild  
practice sometimes took precedent over individual language f a c i l i t a ­
tion . My tendency was toward child-centered therapy within the group, 
which wasted other children 's time and often disrupted the group learn­
ing s ituation . I learned that a c t iv i t ie s  had to revolve around and 
challenge each ch ild  who functioned as a member of the group. F in a lly ,  
I was faced with an a lte ra t io n  of perspective regarding who made the 
most ongoing impact on a ch ild  in th is se tting . I was no longer always 
the primary service g iver or special adult in a ch ild 's  time a t school. 
I  assigned that honor to teachers who were given suggestions to u t i l i z e  
on an ongoing da ily  basis with a child .
vi i
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2. Could I In te ract e ffe c t iv e ly  and easily  with other pro­
fessionals? I realized th a t ,  although in s u ff ic ie n t ly  practiced, s k i l ls  
fo r  interpersonal communication with professionals were in my reper­
to ire .  I was able to express opinions and provide pertinent informa­
tion as the children were discussed or my ideas were challenged. I 
also supplied suggestions/options in a nonthreatening way as I was able 
to feel less threatened when options were presented to me. I discovered 
I had opinions that were as va lid  or as easily  a ltered as those of other 
professionals.
I t  was important fo r  me to vary or a l te r  some of my sty le  in 
order to give feedback, f a c i l i t a t e  my c r e d ib i l i ty ,  and be more e f f ic ie n t .  
I learned to time my presentation of suggestions better because I re a l ­
ized that people w il l  generally see more value and have more enthusiasm 
fo r  ideas they have in i t ia te d .  In other words, I learned the importance 
of making subtle suggestions and waiting fo r sh ifts  in thought that I 
f e l t  were necessary. I t  was also important to me to become confident 
about my knowledge and ideas. I found th a t,  i f  I s im plified  my profes­
sional jargon and presented examples to i l lu s t r a te  my meaning, I received 
understanding nods and looks from other professionals. With that feed­
back, I fu rther was able to become more concise and relaxed. With th is  
added confidence I understood that my sty le  of expression or opinions 
need not be compromised.
3. Did my report w riting  s k i l ls  apply? I found that my founda­
tion of knowledge and observational s k i l ls  allowed me to integrate and 
note s a lie n t components regarding needs a child presented; however, 
simply reporting results was not s u ff ic ie n t .  I learned to better
vi i i
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represent my thoughts by viewing results dynamically. What implication  
did my observations have? What specific  suggestions then followed? I 
had the information. I learned to use i t !
In summary, I found that I stood the challenge not only of the 
new s ituation  and proving my a b i l i t ie s  but in being able to a l te r  or 
vary my thinking. Philosophically, l i f e  is what you make i t  and growth 
can be nothing but exciting! F in a lly ,  given this setting and my orien­
ta t io n , a merger seemed to occur. My background influenced the setting  
and the setting influenced my thinking. My idea fo r  investigation  
evolved from these mutual influences.
The Evolution of an Idea
Pragmatics
I have been heavily influenced by the current emphasis in the 
f ie ld  on meaningful use of communication s k i l ls  to e ffe c t  change. 
Children acquire s k i l ls  as they reason that use of those s k i l ls  w il l  
e ffe c t  a change when i t  counts. An e ffe c tiv e  way fo r a child  to learn  
what w i l l  e ffe c t  a change is through observation and then active par­
t ic ip a t io n  for practice. The Communication Model Approach holds obser­
vation and practice within i ts  operating foundation. Children are 
observed within a classroom setting to see how e ffe c t iv e ly  they com­
municate and at what s k i l l  level they are functioning with reference to 
communication. Individual programs are then based on helping the ch ild ­
ren become more e ffe c tiv e  communicators within the natural classroom 
settin g . Classroom programs therefore o f fe r  high success with consist­
ent use of new s k i l ls  as old habits are broken and new ones encouraged
ix
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on an ongoing basis. A c lin ic ia n  could not obtain nation and
e ffe c t  change without support from a natural setting such as a class­
room. Removing a child  from the classroom to obtain information from a 
c l in ic a l  mode, and then applying that information to the classroom, 
seemed fa r  removed from an on-the-job s ituation  as well as emphasis on 
meaningful use. I wondered, however, i f  classroom information was as 
accurate as c lin ica lly -ob ta ined  information. I also wondered whether 
information obtained from the classroom was as or more re f le c t iv e  of a 
ch ild 's  a b i l i t i e s ,  i t  being a more natural setting . Furthermore, which 
type of information was more e ffe c tive  in terms of sharing information 
fo r  a ch ild 's  program with the in te rd is c ip lin a ry  team? Based on these 
concerns I asked a question: "What are the quantitative and q u a lita ­
t iv e  differences, i f  any, between communication information obtained 
on children in a classrsom as opposed to information obtained in a 
typical c l in ic a l  format with a clin ic ian?"
A Pervasive Question
As challenges arose regarding use of information, I asked tv/o 
more questions from a professional standpoint: (1) "What information
do we re a lly  want when we co llec t information on a chi Id--what a child  
can do or do we want to know what a child  does in everyday l i fe ? "  and 
(2) "Which piece of information provides the greater amount of dynamic 
input fa c i l i t a t in g  growth of sk ills? "  My tra in  of thought throughout 
th is paper focused on use.
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Chapter 1 
REVIEW OF PERTINENT LITERATURE
Lee (1966), via her studies on application of Developmental 
Sentence Types (DST) to language samples obtained from children, helped 
to open the f ie ld  fo r  fu rther research on investigation of the s im ila r i ­
t ies  and differences in tools used to analyze results and the effects of 
a m u lt ip l ic i ty  of variables on a ch ild 's  productions. For example, 
Longhurst and Schrandt (1973) compared the effects of four analysis 
procedures on p ic tu re -e lic ite d  language samples of a normal and a 
language-delayed ch ild . Morehead and Ingram (1973) examined language 
samples produced by normal and l in g u is t ic a l ly  deviant children by 
comparing mean length of utterance (MLU: number of morphemes per
utterance divided by the number o f utterances) and found a develop­
mental pattern o f delay. Sharf (1972), Longhurst and F ile  (1977),
Beal and Potter (1979), and Fey, e t a l .  (1981) also investigated com­
parisons between procedures.
With emphasis on pragmatics (the meaningful use of s k i l l s / in f o r ­
mation), several investigators began to compare the v a l id i ty  and r e l i ­
a b i l i t y  of communication samples taken under varying conditions. Impor­
tant options fo r obtaining information were recognized (M i l le r ,  1981) 
as mother-child or c h ild -ch ild  samples were compared to c l in ic a l ly -  
obtained samples. Kramer, e t  a l .  (1979) investigated samples o f 10 
c l in ic -re fe r re d  children (3-5 years) taken at home with the mothers and
1
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2
in the c l in ic  with a c lin ic ia n  by computing MLU and DST on the f i r s t  50 
in t e l l ig ib le  utterances of each sample. They found that the home sam­
ples displayed a s ig n if ic a n t ly  greater s k i l l  level than the c l in ic  sam­
ples. This indicated that a natural home setting allowed a child  to 
produce at her/his maximum s k i l l  le v e l.
Olswang and Carpenter (1978) also studied el ic i  to r e ffects  on 
the language of nine preschool language-impaired children. They com­
pared samples obtained from mother-child and c l in ic ia n -c h ild  in terac­
tions in a c l in ic  setting and speculated that "d iffe ren t collection  
procedures w il l  produce important differences in the output of the 
young language-impaired child" (p. 76). Twenty-five-minute mother and 
c lin ic ia n  samples were obtained through p ara lle l nondirective play and 
the use of descriptive comments regarding the a c t iv i ty .  Olswang and 
Carpenter analyzed the samples fo r amount of ta lk in g , vocabulary size 
(Type-token Ratio [TTR]), grammar and morphemes (MLU), and production 
of meaningful semantic re lationships. Results showed that the only 
s ig n if ic a n t difference was an increased amount of utterances with the 
mother as opposed to with the c l in ic ia n .  The authors speculated that 
th is resu lt  may have been due to a greater number of questions asked 
by the mother about the environment as opposed to the c l in ic ia n 's  
predominant use o f comments. Olswang and Carpenter concluded that the 
q u a lity  of language used by the children was the same fo r mother and 
c lin ic ia n  (contradicting Kramer, e t a l . ,  1979) and that the difference in 
quantity may be due to the difference in the amount of questions used by 
the el ic i  tors. They fu rther pointed out that pragmatic analysis of the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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functions of language would probably "reveal differences between the two 
e l ic i ta t io n  conditions" (p. 85).
To compare c l in ic a l  sampling v a l id i ty ,  Scott and Taylor (1978) 
also chose an interaction s ituation  between mothers and children at home 
and c l in ic  samples. A typical diagnostic evaluation sampling procedure 
was used fo r the c l in ic  samples as a c l in ic ia n  played along with the 
children using neutral comments. The study used 12 normal preschool 
children to obtain 125 successive utterances from each setting . MLU 
and frequency of forms and construction types were analyzed. Based on 
th e ir  resu lts , the researchers l is te d  four variables which they f e l t  
encouraged quality  samples: (1) a natural se tt in g , (2) topics of s ig­
nificance to a c h ild , (3) the presence of other children to o f fe r  verbal 
competition, and (4) c h i ld - in i t ia te d  verbal interactions. They, as did 
Olswang and Carpenter (1978), noted the importance of looking at prag­
matic interaction variables: "differences in frequency of various
structures no doubt re f le c t  interactional differences that occur when a 
child  ta lks to his mother at home and a stranger in the c lin ic "  (p.
494).
Culatta and Horn (1979) expressed a need fo r a speech-language 
c lin ic ia n  to be aware that "language samples recorded in c l in ic a l  se t­
tings may be contextually res tr ic ted  and therefore provide lim ited  
information about the pragmatic functions of language" (p. 16). In 
th e ir  comparison of communicative a b i l i t y  in parent-recorded versus 
c lin ica lly -record ed  samples of language-disordered children (a t a one- 
or two-word le v e l ) ,  they found no s ig n if ic a n t  difference on MLU or TTR. 
They did find that the amount of time required to obtain the samples
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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was greater for a c l in ic ia n . The children produced more language in 
the parent recordings.
Results of these studies are f a i r l y  consistent. The qua lity  be­
tween samples appeared to be stable; however, the quantity aspects var­
ied.
Comparisons of communication samples taken from the classroom 
versus those from the c l in ic  were not found. With Muma's (1978) com­
ment, "Behaviors are related one to another. Therefore, i t  is necessary 
to deal with behavior in terms of systems and processes . . . re la t iv e  
to the conditions under which i t  occurs" (p. 8 ) ,  a need for such a com­
parison was seen by th is  c l in ic ia n .  M i l le r  (1981) also noted the need 
to consider a classroom setting as an option fo r observation.
A questionnaire (see Appendix, p. 25) was distributed to the 
Experimental Education Unit (EEU) Communication Disorder Specialist  
(CDS) s ta f f  to determine how i t  viewed communication samples and what 
the usual procedures were to obtain them. A ll the CDSs preferred  
classroom-obtained samples, noting antecedent-behavior-consequence 
information (see Appendix, pp. 26-28 fo r  typical forms used) within  
ongoing interactions. Sample size was typ ic a lly  determined by a 
specific  number o f utterances; however, some c lin ic ians also noted 
time periods (e .g . ,  10 minutes) to aid in analysis. Analysis of the 
obtained sample included number o f in i t ia t io n s ,  number of responses, 
appropriateness, communicative intentions, teacher in te raction , and 
number o f interactions in a given time period as well as MLU, semantics, 
syntax, and vocabulary d iv e rs ity .
Questionnaire information noted the c lin ic ia n s ' attempts to
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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obtain representative samples from the classroom and derive as much 
information from them as possible fo r  programming purposes. They 
found that use of teacher interaction data was helpful in making 
specific  child-centered suggestions fo r communication fa c i l i t a t io n .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Chapter 2 
ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM 
Hypothesis
Since a spontaneous communication sample provides a c lin ic ia n  
with information regarding expressive s k i l l  level through several 
measures and seems to be the most popular tool fo r  in i t i a l  and contin­
uing analysis of s k i l l  level (Launer and Lahey, 1981), i t  was chosen as 
the focus fo r  investigating the questions about classroom- versus 
c lin ica lly -ob ta in ed  information. Three specific questions were posed:
(1) Would there be differences in spontaneous communication samples 
taken from the classroom and those taken from a trad it ion a l c lin ic a l  
method? (2) What were the differences? and (3) which method would y ie ld  
more useful and representational information?
Method
Subjects
The Communication Preschool Program a t the EEU services children  
two to seven years o f age referred by the Seattle area public school 
system. The children are enrolled because they have documented delays 
in communication s k i l ls .  Three half-day classrooms operate (two hours 
each), each with a head teacher, an assistant teacher, a CDS, a p ra c t i-  
cum student from special education or speech pathology, and nine to ten 
children. Two of the classrooms are currently partic ipating  in research
6
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
7
involving social in teraction and the impact of normal models on communi­
cation s k i l ls .  The morning research program consists of nine children, 
a l l  with communication delay. Ten children attend the afternoon ses­
sion, three of whom are normal models.
This investigator chose f iv e  communication-delayed preschoolers 
(chronological ages 49-74 months) from the morning research class fo r  
communication sample comparisons. Four children were enrolled in the 
classroom in September 1980. One child  (Melissa) entered three months 
into the school year. Another child (Lakisha) came from a black cul­
ture background and exhibited predominantly Black English. A ll other 
children were developing communication s k i l ls  based on Standard American 
English backgrounds. Each child  received group therapy from a CDS, as 
well as classroom communication input, and had practice opportunities 
throughout the day. Communication program objectives were based on 
ind ividualized education program (lEP) goals.
Table 1 (see Appendix, p. 29) supplies receptive and expressive 
language composites o f each ch ild  based on The Peabody Picture Vooabu- 
lary Test (PPVT) (Dunn, 1965) and Sequenced Inventory of Communication 
Development (SICD) (Hedrick, e t  a l . ,  1975) results from recent lEP 
posttesting. The average receptive-expressive communication gap was 
12 months. The SICD indicated a 40-48 month range of receptive s k i l ls  
and 24-36 month range of expressive s k i l ls  among the children. The 
range of receptive-expressive gap between the PPVT and siC D  was 12-36 
months with an average delay-gap of 28 months.
The classroom s t a f f ,  u t i l iz e d  as adult fa c i l i ta to rs  during the 
classroom communication sampling, were s p e c if ic a l ly  trained within the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Communication Model Approach (see Prologue, p. v ) .  A ll had been 
involved with the children from the beginning o f the school year. P r i ­
mary importance was given to providing a child  with practice time fo r  
s k i l l  generalization. D irect prompting and ind irec t fa c i l i t a t in g  
strategies (modeling, expansion, and re f le c t in g )  were u t i l iz e d  through­
out a ch ild 's  day.
A CDS graduate extern from the University of Montana Speech, 
Hearing, and Language C lin ic ,  two months from completion of her M.S., 
functioned as a f a c i l i t a t o r  fo r c l in ic a l  samples and transcribed and 
analyzed a l l  communication samplings. She was assigned to the classroom 
as an assistant CDS and was fa m il ia r  to the children because she in te r ­
acted with them in the classroom on a weekly basis.
Procedure
Communication Sampling
Classroom and c l in ic a l  communication samples were obtained on 
each ch ild . The Appendix (p. 30) displays the sampling form f i r s t  
devised fo r  the investigation. Prior to the collection of formal data, 
the form was tr ie d  by the c lin ic ia n  on a delayed child  in the afternoon 
class. A revised form (see Appendix, p. 31) evolved because there was 
a need to note specific  nonverbal s ituation  occurrences. A more e f f i c i ­
ent and detailed method o f ta l ly in g  results (noted a t the page bottom) 
was also needed.
For sample comparisons and to preserve time e ff ic ie n c y , a 30- 
minute time l im i t  was placed on each e l ic i te d  sample (Dale, 1980; M i l ­
l e r ,  1981). Samples were transcribed verbatim on the sampling form.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Child verbalizations, vocalizations, and nonverbal behaviors were noted. 
Adult statements and nonverbal behaviors were also noted as they 
related to a ch ild . Communication direction arrows between the child  
and adult columns indicated who in i t ia te d  the interaction and the sub­
sequent flow o f conversation.
To l im it  any spontaneous change or e ffe c t  of program variables,  
the two samples were taken two to four days of each other. All samples 
were obtained in two weeks. The time of day was also consistent across 
children. A ll samples were taken within the f i r s t  one and one-half 
hours of school p rio r to formal academic input. The children were 
f a i r l y  accustomed to being removed from the classroom fo r special 
work; however, to l im i t  e ffects  o f removal from the classroom, the 
sequence of co llection  of the samples was counterbalanced.
Classroom samples. The head teacher was b r ie f ly  informed of 
the pro ject and a schedule o f sampling dates was provided. Some dates 
were changed due to absences.
Each preschool day schedule included (1) interaction time (50 
minutes), (2) grossmotor/music time (10 minutes), (3) work group time 
(30 minutes), (4) free  choice (15 minutes), and (5) snack time (15 
minutes) with scwie varia tion  in length of a c t iv i ty  times. Set-up of 
the classroom allowed fo r  three large a c t iv i ty  areas fo r  each in te r ­
action time. A c t iv it ie s  focused on concepts, social in te raction , and 
communication target practice fo r each ch ild . Dramatic play (doctor's  
o f f ic e ,  shoe store, the zoo, or birthday p a rty ) ,  a r t  a c t iv i t ie s  (barrel 
painting , body trac ing , and sand p a in tin g ), and less structured a c t iv i t ie s
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(blocks, puzzles, and lo tto s ) were provided as a c t iv i ty  choices. Sug­
gestions were given by the adults as fa c i l i t a t io n  of the focus compon­
ents occurred. Children chose th e ir  a c t iv i t ie s  and were encouraged to 
spend 10-15 minutes within each.
The children were accustomed to adult observers because program 
or research data were generally obtained during this time. This c l i n i ­
cian observed from the perimeter o f the a c t iv i t ie s  as a target child  
played, sh ift in g  position as necessary to achieve as accurate a sample 
as possible. Samples were recorded d ire c t ly  on the communication form 
and were completed when 30 minutes had occurred. I f  an interaction  
sequence occurred beyond that time, the 30-minute l in e  was marked and 
recording continued u ntil the sequence resolved. Beginning and ending 
times were noted.
C lin ica l samples. A c l in ic a l  sampling method with concrete 
stimuli was u t i l iz e d .  C h ild -c lin ic ian  interactions were tape recorded 
in a quiet room. Play centered around a Sesame Street house and charac­
ters /ob jects . A child-centered reactive language strategy of f a c i l i t a ­
tion was used by th is  c l in ic ia n .
Each child was taken from the classroom during the trans ition  
between interaction time and work group time fo r  special work; she/he 
remained in play fo r  the 30 minutes. The examiner introduced the 
Seasme Street play w ith , " I wonder i f  you l ik e  Seasme Street. I brought 
these toys ju s t fo r you to play w ith ,"  and play was in i t ia te d .  I f  the 
child  did not engage in play, she/he was encouraged through suggestion 
of a party theme. To provide c la r i f ic a t io n  o f the s ituation or what the
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ch ild  sa id /d id , the examiner frequently made statements surrounding what 
occurred fo r future ease of tape transcrip tion . At the end of the 30 
minutes, the examiner to ld the child i t  was fun to play with her/him, 
but i t  was time to go back to the room. Samples were transcribed from 
the tape as soon as possible in an attempt to preserve nonverbal behav­
iors and situational cues.
Analysis of Samples fo r  
Comparison
Pragmatic aspects were analyzed in terms of number of verbal 
versus nonverbal exchanges, number of topic switches, number of child  
versus adult verbalizations within the 30-minute period, and coded for  
number and varie ty  of expressed communicative intents (see Appendix, 
p. 32, Code: Communicative In ten ts ). Each sample was also analyzed
fo r MLU and range of morphemes per utterance according to procedures 
outlined by M i l le r  (1981:24). The Brown Stage ( I - IV )  (Brown, 1973) for  
each MLU was determined (see Appendix, p. 33, Table 2 ) ,  Syntactical 
complexity and correctness were also noted. A noun, verb, and adjective  
vocabulary d ivers ity  count was completed by counting the to ta l number 
of words produced in each category, then ta l ly in g  the d if fe re n t  nouns, 
verbs, and adjectives a ch ild  produced within the samples. Nouns 
included agents and objects; a u x il ia ry  verbs (e .g . ,  is ,  do) were e lim i­
nated. The number of use o f specific  references was also ta l l ie d .  For 
instance, the p-ig as opposed to i t ,  cleaning as opposed to doing  ̂ and 
fviendly as opposed to moiee.
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Chapter 3 
RESULTS 
Pragmatic Variables
Table 3 (see Appendix, p. 34) compares the pragmatic analyses 
between the two conditions fo r each of the f iv e  children. Overall, the
c l in ic a l  condition allowed fo r  greater verbal output fo r  each child .
Lakisha produced 21 verbalizations (V) and 9 nonverbal behaviors 
(NV) in the classroom, and 167 and 39 (V + NV) in the c l in ic .  Two
appropriate topic switches occurred in the classroom and six occurred
in the c l in ic .  Five classroom and 11 c l in ic  communicative intents were 
noted. Sharing information (S I)  occurred frequently in both conditions. 
The c h ild -to -a d u lt  verbalization ratios were 21:15 (classroom) and 
167:149 (c l in ic ) .
John produced 24 V and 11 NV in the classroom, and 199 V and
16 NV in the c l in ic a l sample. Three appropriate topic switches
occurred in the classroom and 13 occurred in the c l in ic .  Seven class­
room and nine c l in ic a l  communicative intents were noted. S I,  answering 
(Ans), and requesting action (RAc) occurred frequently in both samples. 
The c h ild -to -a d u lt  verbalization  ratios were 24:21 (classroom) and 199: 
127 (c l in ic ) .
Melissa produced 22 V and 17 NV in the classroom, and 165 V and
78 NV in the c l in ic .  Three appropriate topic switches occurred in the
classroom and six occurred in the c l in ic .  Nine classroom and 11 c l in ic
12
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communicative intents were noted. SI was prominent in both. The ch ild -  
to -ad u lt  verbalization ratios were 22:23 (classroom) and 165:225 
( c l in ic ) .
Anna produced 45 V and 19 NV in the classroom sample, and 74 V 
and 46 NV in the c l in ic a l  sample. Three topic switches occurred in the 
classroom and 13 occurred in the c l in ic .  A ll were inappropriate.
Eight classroom and nine c l in ic a l  communicative intents were noted. SI 
and RAc were prominent in both samples. The c h ild -to -a d u lt  verbaliza­
tion ra tios were 45:22 in the classroom and 74:128 in the c l in ic .
Joey produced 50 V and 7 NV in the classroom, and 46 V and 84 
NV in the c l in ic .  Four appropriate topic switches occurred in the class­
room and none occurred in the c l in ic .  Nine communicative intents occur­
red in both samples. SI and affirm ing (A) were prominent. The ch ild -  
to -adu lt verbalization ratios were 50:43 (classroom) and 46:147 (c l in ic ) .
In summary, four o f the f iv e  children increased th e ir  output and 
exhibited a more diverse reperto ire  of communicative intents in the 
c l in ic a l  sampling. Prédominent communicative intents were consistent 
across both samples. The c h ild -to -a d u lt  verbalization ratios increased 
in the c l in ic a l  sample.
One child displayed an opposite pattern. He decreased his ver­
ba liza tion s , showed no topic contro l, and exhibited the same number of 
communicative intents in the c l in ic a l  sample. His c l in ic  ch ild :ad u lt  
verbaliza tion  ra t io  was greatest of a l l  the children.
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Language Variables
Lakisha's classroom MLU was 3.33 (Brown's Stage I I I )  and her 
c l in ic a l  MLU was 3.61 (Brown's Stage IV ). Classroom/clinic MLU ranges 
were 1-5 and 1-13. Black English occurred in both samples. Noun (N), 
verb (Vb), adjective (A j) d ivers ity  counts were 6/30 (classroom) 
versus 40/222 ( c l in ic ) ,  5/21 (classroom) versus 37/142 (c l in ic ,  and 
2/2 (classroom) versus 3/6 ( c l in ic ) ,  respectively.
John's MLU was 2.97 (Brown's Stage I I I )  in the classroom and 
2.99 (Brown's Stage I I I )  in the c l in ic .  The MLU range was 1-7 (class­
room) and 1-8 ( c l in ic ) .  Thirteen syntactica lly  correct sentences were 
produced in the classroom sample. Eighty-one were correct in the c l i n i ­
cal sample. N, Vb, Aj vocabulary d iv e rs ity  counts were 9/33 (classroom) 
versus 39/265 ( c l i n i c ) , 6/12 (classroom) versus 23/177 ( c l in ic ) ,  and 
2/2 (classroom) versus 7/41 ( c l in ic ) ,  respectively.
Melissa'a MLU was 1.68 (Brown's Stage I )  in the classroom and 
1.51 (Brown's Stage I )  in the c l in ic .  The MLU range was 1-5 (class­
room) and 1-4 ( c l in ic ) .  One syntactical utterance was produced in each 
sample. N, Vb, Aj vocabulary d ivers ity  counts were 10/26 (classroom) 
versus 28/118 ( c l i n i c ) , 4 /8  (classroom) versus 16/35 ( c l in ic ) ,  and 0 
(classroom) versus 5/13 ( c l in ic ) ,  respectively.
Anna's classroom MLU was 2.77 (Brown's Stage I I I )  and her c l in ic  
MLU was 2.81 (Brown's Stage I I I ) .  The MLU ranges were 1-5 (classroom) 
and 1-7 ( c l in ic ) .  Ten syntactic utterances occurred in the classroom 
sample and 20 occurred in the c l in ic  sample. N, Vb, Aj d ivers ity  
counts were 19/62 (classroom) versus 13/89 ( c l in ic ) ,  11/35 (classroom)
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versus 16/65 ( c l in ic ) ,  and 3/7 (classroom) versus 6/14 ( c l in ic ) ,  
respectively .
Joey's classroom MLU was 2.52 (Brown's Stage I I )  and his c l i n i ­
cal MLU was 2.02 (Brown's Stage I ) .  Classroom/clinic MLU ranges were 
1-5 and 1-6 , respectively. Fifteen syn tactica lly  correct utterances 
were produced in the classroom and six were produced in the c lin ic a l  
sample. N, Vb, Aj d iv e rs ity  counts were 12/48 (classroom) versus 
16/30 ( c l in ic ) ,  13/33 (classroom) versus 11/18 ( c l in ic ) ,  and 3/5 (class­
room) versus 3/3 ( c l in ic ) ,  respectively.
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Chapter 4 
IMPLICATIONS
The scope of th is investigation focused on observing d i f f e r ­
ences between the types of communication samples obtained. A review 
of the results tended to indicate quantita tive  differences between 
classroom and c l in ic a l samples. A larger quantity of output was d is ­
played by four of the f iv e  children in the 30-minute c l in ic a l  sample 
which, perhaps, created a more accurate picture of a b i l i t ie s .  Quali­
ta t iv e  differences, as indicated by MLU and Brown's Stages occurred 
in two of the f iv e  children (one in favor of the c l in ic ,  one in favor 
of the classroom).
Some children may respond to the d if fe re n t  sampling s ituations,  
m ateria ls , or lis teners with q u a lita t iv e  differences in th e ir  output. 
Several authors (Shriner, 1969; Hadjian, 1978^; Kramer, e t  a l . ,  1979; 
Massekokite, et a l . ,  1980; Fey, e t .  a l . ,  1981; M i l le r ,  1981; Snyder,
1981) discussed the need fo r  examiner awareness of e ffe c t  of the l i s ­
tener, a c t iv i ty ,  m ateria ls , and listener-speaker relationship on a 
c h ild 's  responses. This investigation re ite ra tes  the need fo r c lin ic ia n  
s e n s it iv ity  to individual responses. S ta t is t ic a l  analyses and r e l ia b i l i t y
^S. Barrie-Blackley, C. R. Musselwhite, and S. H. Register, 
Clinical Oral Language Sampling: A Handbook for Students and Clinicians,
ed. Sophia Hadjian (Danville, Illinois: The Interstate Printers and Pub­
lishers, Inc., 1978).
16
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checks with a larger sample population would allow fo r a more thorough 
review of quantitative and q u a lita t iv e  differences. This may indicate  
that one type of sample provides a more va lid  picture o f a ch ild 's  
a b i l i t ie s  than the other.
With these cautions in mind, classroom communication samples 
may be as representative of child a b i l i t ie s  as c lin ica lly -ob ta ined  
samples, allowing fo r information of what a child  uses in a more nat­
ural setting . Hadjian (1978)2, Launer and Lahey (1981), M i l le r  (1981), 
and Tyack (1981) discussed the importance of the observation of a b i l i ­
t ie s  in a natural context. In th is c l in ic ia n 's  observation, by four 
years of age a ch ild  often begins her/his school experience and becomes 
increasingly comfortable within that environment. The classroom seems 
to become another arena in which meaningful use o f communication s k i l l  
occurs and in which i t  may be evaluated and developed. Launer and 
Lahey (1981) noted that natural environments can be pivot areas in 
which language learning can occur.
In fu rther consideration of the use of classroom versus c l in ic  
information regarding communication s k i l l s ,  a c lin ic ia n  must also 
appraise how best to use an on-the-job environment. M il le r  (1981) 
noted the importance of seeking options fo r obtaining information and 
providing service. The American Speech, Hearing, and Language Associ­
ation also stated that "the speech . . . sp e c ia lis t must work in harmony 
with his surrounding[s]. . . . services must be integrated into the 
general goals of the setting" (ASHA, 1962:31). Pickering and Kaelber
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(1978) fu rther noted that "school speech-language pathologists have a 
professional responsib ility  to help create a to ta l school environment 
conducive to speech and language learning" (p. 43).
In consideration of these professional concerns, d irect involve­
ment of other professionals in a ch ild 's  communication programming 
within a classroom is important. Using classroom communication data 
may be an appropriate and important c l in ic a l  option fo r involvement 
of other professionals who function as primary communication f a c i l i ­
tators and fo r  u t i l iz a t io n  o f a ch ild 's  da ily  environment to increase 
chances o f s k i l l  generalization. An analysis of teacher-child in te r ­
action can be helpful in providing suggestions to the teacher. A com­
mon reference can be established fo r  specific  child-centered suggestions. 
Baseline and ongoing treatment checks can then be incorporated. With 
the CDS's general involvement in the classroom, teacher observation of 
the c l in ic ia n  may lead to the learning of specific  techniques or s tra te ­
gies that work fo r  children in general.
Sown (1973) described a reworking of personnel in the Salt Lake 
school system in which the primary service delivery person for speech/ 
language fa c i l i t a t io n  was the resource teacher. The support personnel, 
including the CDS, interacted with her to provide programs fo r needy 
children. Bown discussed a trend toward this type of service delivery.
In summary, a future application of s ta t is t ic a l  analyses to 
data of the type obtained in th is  investigation may indicate s ig n i f i ­
cant differences in v a l id i ty  between classroom-obtained and c l in ic -  
obtained communication samples. This investigation displayed quantita­
t iv e  differences in favor of the c l in ic a l  data. Some s im ila r it ie s  in
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qua lity  of ch ild  output between the samples may be indicated. In the 
use o f communication data, this c l in ic ia n  sees the value in obtaining 
classroom samples as an option to involve the teaching s ta f f  and to 
obtain information from a more natural setting whether they are s ig n i f i ­
cantly d if fe re n t  or not. The importance of v a l id ity  of information is 
also seen. Further study into classroom versus c l in ic a l  comparisons of 
communication data appears to be necessary. Future research would need 
to address v a l id i ty  and r e l i a b i l i t y  issues regarding procedures.
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THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNICATION MODEL 
(The Difference in Child Progress)
The three components are what the classroom s ta f f  does,
what the CDS does.
how the team works together.
1. What the classroom s ta f f  does.
I t  expects a child  to communicate and i t  provides opportunities 
fo r  communication to occur.
•  From these expectations the classroom s ta f f  can iden tify  
relevant concerns.
•  With opportunities there w il l  be a place fo r habits to be
formed and fo r  generalization to take place. This is a
classroom s ta f f  ro le .
2. What the CDS does.
He/she attends to the concerns which have arisen from a ch ild 's  
environment.
•  He/she provides service based on a ch ild 's  communication needs.
•  He/she spends some time in the classroom.
3. How the team works together.
I t  meets regularly  and everyone is included in the discussions.
•  I t  id e n t if ie s  concerns (and strengths) together.
•  I t  pursues options fo r  serving the children.
•  I t  assures that p rac tice -fo r-h ab it  formation w il l  occur and that
opportunities fo r generalization w il l  be provided.
Jane Rieke 7/81
Revised by Louise M. Snyder 9/81
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QUESTIONNAIRE: THE BLACKS AND WHITES OF A LANGUAGE SAMPLE
As part o f my endeavor to make a q u a lita t iv e  comparison of classroom and 
c l in ic a l  communication samples, I began to wonder, "Well, what do working 
CDSs think?" I therefore devised the following questionnaire to capture 
the thoughts of the EEU CDSs regarding communication samples. (Communi­
cation sample is defined as a sampling of how an individual uses the 
communication modes available to him/her. Language is perceived as one 
mode—a subsystem.)
How would you define your sample?
How do you take an i n i t i a l  sample on a preschool-level child?
What is your preferred method?
What is your concept of a representative sample?
What do you look fo r  in the sample?
Comments
Please return the questionnaire to my desk when completed. Thank you 
very much fo r  your help.
Louise
25
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Tab le  1
Subject Composites Based on Recent 1ER Posttests
Child In program 
(months)
Program
target
7/81
CA
(mo. )
PPVT 
(mo. ) Receptive
Scale
(months)
gfCD 
Expressive Scale 
Responsive Spontaneous 
(months) (months)
Receptive/
Expressive
Gap*
(months)
Lakisha 9 In it ia t in g
responding
66 47 44 48 32 15
John 9 Use o f
complete
sentences
74 54 48 48+ 36-40 14
Melissa 5 Expand one 
to two 
words
49 46 40 48 24 12
Anna 9 Behavioral 
use o f 
complete 
sentences
65 73 48 44 36 37
Joey 9 Use of
complete
sentences
52 62 40 44 32-36 26
Receptive/Expressive Gap = PPVT - SICD spontaneous scores,
t\3LO
Date:
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Child:
Time:
Page:
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DATE: PAGE:
Recorder;
Child:
SPONTANEOUS COMMUNICATION SAMPLING FORM
Adult:
Verbal Nonverbal/vocal
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
4-
25
NOUNS:
MLU:
VERBS: ADJECTIVES:
INTELLIGIBLE UTTERANCES: TIME:
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CODE: COMMUNICATIVE INTENTS
A: affirm ing
Ans : answeri ng
C: ca l1ing
Com: commands
D: demands
Den : denial
G: greeting
L: labeling
P: practicing
Pro: protesting
RAc: requesting action
RI: requesting information
SI: sharing information
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Table 2
Examples o f Syntactical Development Based on MLU
3
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CD
Brown' s 
Stage
MLU Approx.
age
(months)
Type o f utterance Primary syntactica l features
8 I 1.7-2.2 18-24 "boy stone" Uninflected forms.
( O '3" "boy walk" Two-word semantic re la tio n s .
i3 I I 2.2-2.7 24-30 "boy on stone: Emergence o f grammatical
CD morphemes, e .g ., preposition
"n
c
3 .
or ing  form.
3"
CD I I I 2,7-3.5 30-36 "boy walking on stones" More consistent use o f gram­
CD
■ D "he walking" matical forms; wider va rie ­
O
Q . ty ,  p rim a rily  active decla r­
a
O
ative  sentence.
■ D
O IV 3.5-4.0 36-42 "He walked on my stones." Use transformation o f basic3"
CT "They not walking." sentence in to  negative sen­
1—H
CD
Q . "Were they walking?" tence; question form impera­
$  
1—H
"Make them walk." t iv e .
o
V 4.0-5.2 42-50 "They are walking up the h i l l . " More consistent use o f aux­
"o "He doesn't want to walk." i l ia r ie s  and ob liga to ry  do
3
(/)' use o f subordinate clauses
C/)o'3 and phrases.
Post V 5.2-6.0 52-60 "When i t ' s  ra in ing , the boys don 't walk." More complex sentence s truc ­
"They walk fas t because th e y 'l l  get wet." tures. Use o f dependent and
independent clauses.
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Table 3
Comparisons Between Classroom (CR) and Clinical (C) Conditions Across Variables for Each Child
PRA GM A?t C V A R IA B L E S LANGUAGE V A R IA B L E S
C H IL D V /N V TS C l C : A / 3 0  m in MLU RANGE STAGE S Y N T A C T IC A L  + V O CABU LAR Y 01
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Code: A = affirming. Ans = answering, C = call ing. Cl = communicative intentions, Com = commands, D = demanding, 
DefT= denial. G = greeting, L = labeling, P = practicing, Pro = protesting, RAc = requesting action, RI = request­
ing information, SI = sharing information, TS = topic switches, + = appropriate/correct, - = inappropriate.
